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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

(40  CFR  Part  601 

(FRL-12B2-2] 

Standards  of  Performance  for  New 
Stationary  Sources;  Phosphate  Rock 
Plants 

agency:  Environmental  Protection 
Agency. 

action;  Proposed  Rule  and 
Announcement  of  Public  Hearing. 

SUMMARY:  This  action  is  being  proposed 
to  limit  emissions  of  particulate  matter 
from  new.  modified,  and  reconstructed 
phosphate  rock  plants.  Reference 
Method  5  would  be  used  for  determining 
compliance  with  these  standards.  The 
standards  implement  the  Clean  Air  Act 
and  result  from  the  Administrator’s 
determination  on  August  21, 1979  (44  FR 
49222)  that  phosphate  rock  plant 
emissions  contribute  significantly  to  air 
pollution.  The  intended  effect  is  to 
require  new,  modified,  and 
reconstructed  phosphate  rock  plants  to 
use  the  best  demonstrated  system  of 
emission  reduction,  considering  costs, 
nonair  quality  health  and  environmental 
impact  and  energy  impacts. 

OATES:  Comments.  Deadline  for 
comments  is  November  26, 1979. 

Public  hearing.  A  public  hearing  will 
be  held  on  October  25. 1979. 

Requests  to  speak  at  hearing.  Persons 
wishing  to  speak  at  the  hearing  must 
contact  Shirley  Tabler,  Emission 
Standards  and  Engineering  Division 
(MD-13),  Environmental  Protection 
Agency.  Research  Triangle  Park.  North 
Carolina  27711,  telephone  number  (919) 
541-5421  by  October  18. 1979. 
ADDRESSES:  Comments.  Comments 
should  be  submitted  to  the  Central 
Docket  Section  (A-130),  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  401  M 
Street,  SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460. 
Attention:  Docket  No.  OAQPS-79-6. 

Background  Information.  The 
Background  Information  Document  for 
the  proposed  standards  may  be 
obtained  from  the  U.S.  EPA  Library 
(MD-35).  Research  Triangle  Park.  North 
Carolina  27711.  telephone  number:  (919) 
541-2777.  Please  refer  to  "Phosphate 
Rock  Plants,  Background  Information: 
Proposed  Standards  of  Performance" 
(EPA^50/3-79-017). 

Docket  A  docket  (number  OAQPS- 
79-6)  containing  information  used  by 
EPA  m  development  of  the  proposed 
standard  is  available  for  public 
inspection  between  8:00  a.m.  and  4:00 
p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday,  at  EPA’s 


Central  Docket  Section,  Room  2903B. 
Waterside  Mall.  401  M  Street,  SW., 
Washington.  D.C.  20460. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Don  Goodwin,  Director,  Emission 
Standards  and  Engineering  Division, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Research  Triangle  Park.  North  Carolina 
27711,  telephone  number:  (919)  541-5271. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Summary  of  Proposed  Standards 

The  proposed  standards  would  apply 
to  new,  modified,  or  reconstructed 
phosphate  rock  dryers,  calciners, 
grinders,  and  ground  rock  handling  and 
storage  facilities.  The  proposed 
standards  would  limit  emissions  of 
particulate  matter  to  0.02  kilogram  (kg) 
per  megagram  (Mg)  of  rock  feed  (0.04  lb/ 
ton)  from  phosphate  rock  dryers,  0.055 
kg/Mg  (0.11  Ib/ton)  from  phosphate  rock 
calciners,  and  0.006  kg/Mg  (0.012  lb/ ton) 
from  phosphate  rock  grinders.  An 
opacity  standard  of  zero  percent  opacity 
is  proposed  for  ground  rock  handling 
system,  dryers,  calciners,  and  grinders. 

The  use  of  continuous  opacity 
monitoring  systems  would  be  required 
for  each  affected  facility.  However, 
w  hen  scrubbers  are  used  for  emission 
control,  continuous  opacity  monitoring 
would  not  be  required.  Instead,  the 
pressure  drop  of  the  scrubber  and  the 
liquid  supply  pressure  would  be 
monitored  as  indicators  of  the  scrubber 
performance. 

Summary  of  Environmental  and 
Economic  Impacts 

The  proposed  standards  would  impact 
an  estimated  110  teragrams  (122  million 
tons)  of  annual  phosphate  rock 
production  by  1995.  About  one  half  of 
that  would  be  due  to  construction  of 
new  pr  osphate  rock  processing  plants 
and  the  remainder  due  to  expansion  of 
industry  capacity  at  existing  plants. 

The  proposed  standards  would  reduce 
the  particulate  emissions  from  new 
phosphate  rock  plants  by  about  99 
percent  below  the  levels  that  would 
occur  with  no  control  and  by  about  85  to 
98  percent  below  the  levels  allowed  by 
typical  State  standards,  depending  on 
the  type  of  facility.  These  emission 
reductions  would  reduce  nationwide 
particulate  emissions  by  about  19 
gigagrams  (21.000  tons)  per  year  in  1985. 
The  maximum  24-hour  average  ambient 
air  concentration  of  particulate  matter 
due  to  emissions  from  a  typical  dryer 
controlled  to  the  level  required  by  the 
proposed  standard  would  be  about  88 
Similarly,  for  a  typical  calciner, 
imposition  of  the  proposed  emission 
standard  would  result  in  a  maximum 
ambient  level  of  14  fig/m^,  and  for  a 


typical  grinder  the  ambient  level  could 
reach  a  maximum  of  1  pg/m®. 

The  annualized  costs  of  operating 
control  equipment  that  would  be  needed 
to  attain  the  proposed  standards  were 
estimated  using  model  plants.  Because 
typical  Florida  phosphate  rock  plants 
are  larger  than  Western  plants,  the 
control  costs  per  ton  of  production  are 
lower. 

The  annualized  cost  of  installing  and 
operating  prevailing  controls  used  to 
meet  existing  State  standards  at  typical 
Florida  phosphate  rock  plants  is 
estimated  at  $0.35  per  metric  ton.  The 
additional  cost  of  employing  control 
technology  to  meet  the  proposed 
standards  at  a  new  Florida  plant  is 
estimated  at  $0.02/metric  ton  when 
using  baghouses  and  $0.07/metric  ton 
for  scrubbers. 

The  annualized  cost  of  using 
prevailing  controls  to  meet  existing 
State  standards  in  a  typical  new 
Western  plant  is  $0.87/metric  ton.  The 
additional  cost  of  using  control 
technology  to  meet  the  proposed 
standards  at  new  Western  plants  is 
estimated  at  $0.06/ metric  ton  for 
baghouse  control  and  $0.2j/ metric  ton 
for  scrubbers. 

The  additional  costs  of  meeting  the 
proposed  standards  are  relatively  minor 
when  scrubbers  or  baghouses  are  used. 
Electrostatic  precipitators  (ESP)  could 
also  be  used  to  meet  the  proposed 
standards,  but  their  use  is  not 
anticipated  because  of  their  higher 
annualized  costs  of  operation.  The 
difference  in  cost  between  using  the  best 
system  of  emission  reduction  to  meet 
the  proposed  standards  level  and  using 
prevailing  controls  to  meet  the  State 
Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  levels  would 
have  negligible  impact  on  the 
.  profitability  of  the  plant  and  the  future 
growth  of  the  phosphate  rock  industry  if 
the  proposed  standards  were 
implemented.  By  the  year  1985, 
compliance  with  the  proposed  standards 
would  increase  the  industry  cost  of 
production  of  phosphate  rock  by  0.1 
percent  (baghouse  controls)  to  0.2 
percent  (scrubber  controls)  above  the 
cost  to  meet  existing  State 
Implementation  Plan  regulations.  A 
more  detailed  discussion  of  the 
economic  analysis  is  discussed  in  the 
Background  Information  Document. 

Assuming  baghouses  are  used  to  meet 
the  proposed  standards,  the  total 
industry  capital  cost  for  the  first  five 
years  after  imposition  of  the  proposed 
standards  would  be  about  $8.5  million 
greater  than  the  capital  costs  incurred 
meeting  typical  State  standards.  The 
total  industry  annualized  cost  increase 
to  meet  the  proposed  standards  by  the 
fifth  year  would  be  about  $0.8  million. 
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The  incremental  energy  required  to 
meet  the  proposed  standards  depends 
on  the  control  utilized.  If  baghouses  are 
employed,  total  industry  energy 
consumption  in  the  fifth  year  after 
imposition  of  the  proposed  standards 
will  increase  by  about  1.7  percent  over 
the  levels  projected  to  occur  under  State 
regulations.  Total  industry  consumption 
in  the  fifth  year  will  increase  by  2.6 
percent  when  scrubbers  are  employed, 
and  about  0.1  percent  should 
electrostatic  precipitators  be  used.  This 
corresponds  to  a  fifth  year  total  increase 
in  industry  energy  consumpton  of  39  x 
10®kWh/yr  when  baghouses  are  used, 

60  X  10®  kWh/yr  when  high  energy 
scrubbers  are  used,  and  .009  x  10®  kWh/ 
yr  when  electrostatic  precipitators  are 
used. 

Utilization  of  any  of  the  alternative 
control  technologies  (baghouse, 
scrubber,  or  ESP)  would  result  in 
minimal  adverse  environmental  impacts. 
If  high  energy  scrubbers  or  wet  ESPs  are 
used  to  achieve  the  standards,  this 
would  result  in  adverse  impacts  on  solid 
waste  disposal,  water  pollution,  and 
energy  consumption.  However,  the 
incremental  increase  (over  the 
prevailing  controls)  of  solid  materials 
and  wastewaters  produced  during 
control  of  emissions  from  phosphate 
rock  facilities  is  minor  in  comparison 
with  (1)  the  large  volumes  of  process 
wastewaters  and  solid  wastes,  and  (2) 
the  total  amounts  of  wastewaters  and 
solid  waste  already  collected  by 
prevailing  controls  to  meet  existing 
State  standards.  Utilization  of  baghouse 
technology  is  marginally  more 
environmentally  acceptable  than  other 
control  alternatives  because  no  water 
pollution  and  less  solid  waste  is 
produced. 

Rationale  for  the  Proposed  Standards 

Selection  of  Source  for  Control 

Section  111  of  the  Act  requires 
establishment  of  standards  of 
performance  for  new,  modified,  or 
reconstructed  stationary  sources  that 
cause  or  contribute  significantly  to  air 
pollution  which  may  reasonably  be 
anticipated  to  endanger  public  health  or 
welfare.  The  EPA  has  determined  that 
sources  which  cause  ambient  suspended 
particulate  matter  may  cause  adverse 
health  and  welfare  effects.  Accordingly, 
under  the  authority  of  Section  109  of  the 
Act.  the  Administrator  has  designated 
particulate  matter  as  a  criteria  pollutant 
and  has  established  national  ambient 
air  quality  standards  for  this  pollutant. 

Phosphate  rock  processing  plants 
have  been  shown  to  be  a  significant 
source  of  particulate  matter  emissions. 
The  Priority  List  of  sources  for  New 


Source  Performance  Standards  (40  CFR 
60.16,  44  FR  49222,  dated  August  21, 

1979)  identified  various  sources  of 
emissions  on  a  nationwide  basis  in 
terms  of  the  potential  improvement  in 
emission  reduction  that  could  result 
from  their  imposition.  The  sources  on 
this  list  are  ranked  based  on  decreasing 
order  of  potential  emission  reduction. 
Phosphate  rock  plants  currently  rank 
16th  of  59  sources  on  the  list,  and  are, 
therefore,  of  considerable  importance 
nationwide.  In  addition,  a  study 
performed  for  EPA  in  1975  by  the 
Argonne  National  Laboratory  showed 
phosphate  rock  dryers  ranked  4th  of  the 
nation's  highest  18  particulate  source 
categories  which  require  control 
systems  with  moderate  energy 
consumption.  The  same  study  showed 
phosphate  rock  grinders  as  ranking 
fifteenth  of  the  nation’s  56  largest 
particulate  source  categories.  Finally, 
results  of  dispersion  modeling  analysis 
indicate  that  particulate  emission 
sources  at  phosphate  rock  plants 
contribute  significantly  to  the 
deterioration  of  air  quality. 

Additional  factors  leading  to  the 
selection  of  the  phosphate  rock  industry 
for  the  development  of  standards  of 
performance  include  the  expected 
growth  rate  of  the  industry  and  the 
signficant  reductions  in  particulate 
matter  emissions  achievable  with 
application  of  available  emissions 
control  technology.  The  United  States  is 
the  largest  producer  and  consumer  of 
phosphate  rock  in  the  world.  From  1959 
to  1973,  the  production  of  phosphate 
rock  increased  at  an  annual  rate  of 
about  six  percent  and  production  is 
expected  to  increase  at  an  annual  rate 
of  about  three  percent  per  year  through 
the  year  2000.  By  the  year  1985  new  and 
modified  phosphate  rock  plants  would 
cause  an  increase  in  nationwide 
emissions  of  particulate  matter  of  about 
19  gigagrams  per  pear  (21,000  tons/year) 
above  the  level  expected  with 
implementation  of  the  proposed 
standards.  At  most  plants,  the  degree  of 
emissions  control  (imposed  by  State 
Implementation  plans)  is  considerably 
less  than  that  achievable  with 
application  of  the  best  technology  for 
emission  control. 

Selection  of  Affected  Facility  and 
Pollutants 

At  phosphate  rock  installations,  the 
normal  sequence  of  operation  is:  Mining, 
beneficiation,  conveying  of  wet  rock  to 
and  from  storage,  drying  or  calcining  or 
nodulizing,  conveying  and  storage  of  dry 
rock,  grinding,  and  conveying  and 
storage  of  ground  rock.  Mining  and 
beneficiation  are  a  minor  source  of 
particulate  emissions.  Nodulizing.  and 


elemental  phosphorous  production  are 
not  selected  as  affected  facilities  as 
these  sources  are  not  expected  to 
exhibit  growth  potential.  Dryers, 
calciners,  grinders  and  ground  rock 
handling  systems  account  for  nearly  all 
of  the  particulate  matter  emissions  from 
phosphate  rock  plants.  Accordingly,  the 
proposed  standards  have  been 
developed  for  these  sources. 

Phosphate  rock  processing  plants  are 
“Sources  of  emissions  of  particulates, 
fluorides,  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2)  and 
certain  radioactive  substances. 
Standards  are  being  proposed  only  for 
the  control  of  particulate  matter 
emissions  at  this  time.  Based  on 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  research, 
and  emission  measurements  of  fluorides 
in  calciner  exhaust  gases,  it  is  unlikely 
that  significant  quantities  of  fluorine 
will  be  volatized  at  temperatures 
experienced  in  dryers  or  calciners. 
Emission  of  sulfur  oxides  generated  by 
oil-firing  in  dryers  and  calciners  is 
minimized  by  reaction  with  alkaline 
materials  naturally  occurring  in  the 
phosphate  rock  ore.  Additional  studies 
of  the  radioactive  materials  in  the 
emissions  are  planned  and  EPA  could,  if 
warranted,  take  additional  action  under 
Section  112  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  at  a 
future  date. 

Potential  particulate  emissions  from 
typical  uncontrolled  phosphate  rock 
facilities  would  amount  to  about  2.9  kg/ 
Mg  (5.8  lb /ton)  of  rock  feed  from  the 
dryer,  7.7  kg/Mg-(15.4  Ib/ton)  of  rock 
feed  from  the  calciner,  and  about  0.8  kg/ 
Mg  (1.6  Ib/ton)  of  rock  feed  from  the 
grinder.  The  typical  State  emission  limit 
for  dryers  is  0.13  kg/Mg  (0.26  Ib/ton), 
and  the  limit  for  calciners  and  grinders 
is  about  0.44  kg/Mg  (0.88  Ib/ton). 
Through  application  of  alternative 
control  technology  (e.g.,  the  baghouse.  or 
high  energy  scrubber),  the  emissions 
from  these  facilities  could  be  further 
reduced  to  0.02  kg/Mg  (0.04  Ib/ton)  for 
dryers,  0.055  kg/Mg  (0.11  Ib/ton)  for 
calciners,  and  0.006  kg/Mg  (0.012  ib/ton) 
for  grinders.  Control  limits  for  ground 
rock  handling  and  storage  operations 
are  difficult  to  define  owing  to  wide 
variations  in  system  equipment  and  the 
numerous  fugitive  emission  sources 
contained  in  these  systems.  At  most 
installations,  particulate  emissions  are 
collected  by  an  evacuation  system  and 
vented  through  a  baghouse.  Greater 
assurance  that  such  control  system  are 
installed,  operated  and  maintained  in 
accordance  with  good  practice  can  be 
achieved  by  enforcing  stringent  opacity 
standards. 


54972 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  44,  No.  185  /  Friday,  September  21,  1979  /  Proposed  Rules 


Selection  of  Best  System  of  Emission 
Seduction  Considering  Costs 

Based  on  potential  environmental, 
economic  and  energy  impacts,  EPA  has 
concluded  that  either  a  fabric  filitration 
system  or  a  high  energy  venturi  scrubber 
system  is  the  best  technological  system 
of  continuous  particulate  emissions 
reduction  from  each  of  the  affected 
facilities.  The  fabric  filtration  system, 
high  energy  scrubber  and  high  efficiency 
electrostatic  precipitator  are  judged  to 
be  equally  effective  in  terms  of 
emissions  reduction  capability.  The 
proposed  standards  are,  therefore, 
based  on  the  use  of  any  of  the  three 
alternative  control  methods,  although 
cost  considerations  would  favor  the  use 
of  the  baghouse  or  high  energy  scrubber 
over  the  ESP. 

The  economic  and  environmental 
adverse  impacts  associated  with  the 
alternative  controls  would  favor  the  use 
of  the  baghouse  controls.  The  eonomic 
and  environmental  advantages  of  the 
baghouse  are  most  apparent  at  grinding 
and  material  handling/storage  facilities, 
where  baghouses  are  already  the 
prevailing  control  employed.  In  contrast 
to  the  baghouse,  wet  collection  systems 
produce  water  pollution  and  more  solid 
waste,  although  the  incremental  adverse 
environmental  impact  produced  by 
these  systems  is  small  in  comparison 
with  adverse  effects  presently  produced 
by  phosphate  rock  plant  processes,  and 
would  not  preclude  the  use  of  these 
systems  as  environmentally  acceptable 
control  alternatives. 

Selection  of  Format  for  Standard 

The  format  of  the  proposed  standard 
could  be  either  a  concentration  standard 
or  a  mass-per-unit-of-feed  standard.  A 
control  efficiency  format  could  not  be 
selected  because  of  limited  scope  in  the 
data  base  and  practical  considerations 
involving  the  complexity  of  performance 
test  requirements.  An  equipment 
standard  was  not  considered  because 
Section  111  of  the  Act  requires 
application  of  emission  limits  when 
feasible.  The  mass-emission-per-unit- 
feed  standard  was  selected  over  the 
concentration  standard  format  because 
this  format:  (1)  Is  related  directly  to  the 
total  quantity  of  emissions  discharged  to 
the  atmosphere,  (2)  is  more  equitable  in 
that  the  degree  of  emissions  permitted  is 
related  to  the  amount  of  product 
processed,  (3)  is  consistent  with  the 
format  of  existing  applicable  State 
standards,  (4)  does  not  discourage  use  of 
more  efficient  process  systems  which 
reduce  exhaust  gas  volumes,  and  (5) 
provides  that  the  standard  is  not 
circumvented  by  dilution  or  high  volume 
flows  in  the  exhaust  system.  The  mass 


emissions  format  is  appropriate  for  the 
dryers,  calciners,  and  grinder  facilities. 
However,  because  of  wide  variations  in 
the  designs  of  ground  rock  handling 
systems,  and  because  a  substantial 
portion  of  the  potential  emissions  are 
fugitive  and  difficult  to  measure,  a 
visible  emission  standard  is  the  only 
format  appropriate  for  ground  rock 
handling  systems. 

Emission  Standards  for  Dryers 

Source  tests  were  conducted  on 
dryers  at  two  phosphate  rock  plants 
processing  pebble  rock.  The  pebble  rock 
is  considered  to  present  the  most 
adverse  conditions  for  control  of 
emissions  from  dryers  because  it 
receives  relatively  little  washing  and 
enters  the  dryer  containing  a  substantial 
percentage  of  clay.  Hence,  any  control 
level  limit  for  dryers  processing  pebble 
rock  should  also  be  capable  of  meeting 
the  limit  for  all  other  dryers  as  well. 

Particulate  emissions  from  the  dryer 
controlled  by  a  venturi  scrubber 
operating  at  about  4.4  kilopascals 
pressure  drop  (18  inches  of  water) 
averaged  0.020  and  0.019  kg/Mg  (0.039 
and  0.038  Ib/ton)  for  separate  EPA  tests. 
Particulate  emissions  from  the  dryer 
controlled  by  an  ESP  averaged  0.012  and 
0.027  kg/Mg  (0.024  and  0.054  Ib/ton)  for 
EPA  and  operator  tests,  respectively. 
The  test  results  show  that  the  venturi 
scrubber  was  capable  of  achieving 
emission  levels  of  0.02  kg/Mg  or  better 
from  phosphate  rock  dryers  emitting 
high  levels  of  particulates.  The  tests  also 
revealed  that  the  venturi  scrubber  was 
achieving  a  control  efficiency  of  99.2 
percent.  This  is  nearly  equivalent  to  that 
estimated  to  be  attainable  by  the  best 
system  of  emission  reduction  (99.4 
percent  by  a  baghouse)  when  treating 
the  same  emission  loading  and  particle 
size  distribution.  Based  on  analysis 
using  a  programmable  EPA  scrubber 
model  (the  model  is  described  in  EPA 
report  No.  EPA-600/7-78-026),  it  was 
estimated  that  increasing  the  scrubber 
energy  to  a  pressure  drop  of  6.2 
kilopascals  (25  inches  of  water)  would 
achieve  the  degree  of  control  equivalent 
to  the  best  system  of  emission  reduction, 
reducing  emission  levels  only  marginally 
(about  20  percent)  below  that  measured. 
It  is  concluded,  therefore,  that  an 
emission  limit  of  0.02  kg/Mg  (0.04  lb/ 
ton)  represents  the  emission  level 
attainable  by  the  best  system  of 
emission  reduction. 

Opacity  data  were  gathered  during 
particulate  tests  at  the  two  dryers. 
Approximately  fourteen  hours  of 
measurements  on  four  separate  dates 
were  obtained  as  specified  in  EPA 
Reference  Method  9.  At  one  facility 
where  emissions  were  controlled  by  a 


medium-energy  venturi  scrubber,  the 
observations  revealed  zero  percent 
opacity  throughout  the  test  periods.  At 
the  other  facility,  where  emissions  were 
controlled  by  an  ESP,  opacity 
observations  ranged  from  zero  percent 
to  7.7  percent.  The  difference  between 
the  opacity  levels  observed  for  the  two 
types  of  control  systems  primarily 
reflected  differences  in  diameters  of 
discharge  stacks  rather  than  significant 
differences  in  control  performance.  ESPs 
typically  require  larger  stacks  due  to 
higher  volumes  of  flow  required  during 
operation.  Setting  separate  opacity 
standards  for  the  two  control  systems 
was  rejected  because  ESPs  are  not 
expected  to  be  used  in  meeting  the 
proposed  standards.  Thus  the  proposed 
opacity  standard  is  based  on  the 
performance  of  the  scrubber-controlled 
facility  and  is  set  at  zero  percent 
opacity.  Control  systems  reflecting  best 
emissions  control  capability  (the  high 
energy  scrubber  or  baghouse]  which 
meets  the  proposed  emissions  limit 
should  experience  no  difficulty  meeting 
the  proposed  opacity  standard.  Should 
any  affected  dryer  facility  be  controlled 
with  an  ESP  and  comply  with  the 
particulate  limit  of  0.02  kg/Mg  but  not 
the  opacity  limits,  a  separate  opacity 
limit  may  be  established  for  the  facility 
under  40  CFR  60.11(e).  The  provisions  of 
40  CFR  60.11(e)  allow  ov.'ners  or 
operators  of  sources  which  exceed  the 
opacity  standard  while  concurrently 
achieving  the  performance  emissions 
limit  to  request  establishment  of  a 
specific  opacity  standard  for  that 
facility. 

Emission  Standards  for  Calciners 

Source  tests  were  conducted  on 
calciners  at  two  phosphate  rock  plants 
processing  western  phosphate  rock.  The 
western  rock  is  considered  to  present 
the  most  adverse  conditions  for 
emissions  control  from  calciners 
because  it  receives  less  cleaning  during 
beneficiation  than  other  ore  types.  In 
addition  one  of  the  calciners  selected  for 
test  also  processes  a  mix  of  both 
beneficiated  and  unbeneficiated  rock, 
leading  to  a  still  more  adverse  control 
problem.  Presumably,  any  control 
system  demonstrating  an  emissions 
level  for  these  facilities  should  also  be 
capable  of  meeting  this  level  for  all 
other  calciriers  as  well. 

Particulate  emissions  from  a  calciner 
,  controlled  by  a  high-energy  scrubber 
operating  in  the  range  of  4.9  to  7.4 
kilopascals  pressure  drop  (twenty  to 
thirty  inches  of  water]  averaged  0.04  and 
0.05  kg/Mg  (0.08  and  0.10  Ib/ton)  for  two 
different  tests  by  the  operator. 

Particulate  emissions  from  a  calciner 
controlled  by  a  venturi  scrubber 
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operating  at  3.0  kilopascals  pressure 
drop  (12  inches  of  water)  averaged  0.07 
kg/Mg  (0.14  Ib/ton)  for  tests  and 
0.12  and  0.068  kg/Mg  (0.24  amd  0.136  lb/ 
ton)  for  different  operator  tests.The 
emission  level  which  would  have  been 
attained  had  best  technology  been  used 
by  this  facility  is  estimated  by  adjusting 
the  test  results  to  reflect  the  venturi 
scrubber  performance  at  6.8  kilopascals 
(27  inches  water)  pressure  drop  using 
the  EPA  programmable  scrubber  model. 
Section  6.5  of  the  Background 
Information  Document  for  Phosphate 
Rock  Plants  summarizes  the  expected 
emission  levels  when  the  scrubber 
energy  is  increased  from  medium  to  high 
level.  The  adjusted  level  of  control  is 
equivalent  to  that  which  would  be 
expected  if  baghouses  were  employed  to 
control  calciner  emissions,  or  0.055  kg/ 
Mg  (0.11  Ib/ton).  Accordingly,  this 
control  level  is  proposed  as  the  emission 
limit  for  calciners. 

Opacity  data  were  obtained  during 
the  performance  testing  of  the  two 
calciners.  Zero  percent  opacity  was 
recorded  at  both  facilities  throughout 
the  13.75  hours  of  observations.  Based 
on  these  test  data,  plus  the  fact  that 
better  control  technology  must  be 
installed  to  comply  with  the 
performance  limits,  it  is  proposed  that 
the  opacity  limit  for  calciner  facilities  be 
set  at  zero  percent  opacity. 

Emission  Standards  for  Grinders 

Source  tests  were  conducted  on  four 
separate  grinders  representing  a  wide 
variation  of  exhaust  air  rates,  grinder 
designs,  sapacities,  and  product  feeds. 
Emissions  from  each  of  the  facilities  are 
controlled  with  baghouses.  Emissions 
averaged  0.0044,  0.002,- 0.0005,  and  0.0005 
kg/Mg  for  EPA  tests  and  0.0022  kg/Mg 
for  operator  tests.  The  emission  tests 
demonstrate  that  an  emission  level  of 
0.005  kg/Mg  (0.01  Ib/ton)  can  be 
achieved  by  fabric  filters  for  a  variety  of 
grinder  applications.  Installation  of 
baghouse  controls  for  grinders  is 
motivated  by  the  recovery  value  of  the 
product  collected  as  much  as  by  existing 
emission  standards.  Hence,  it  is 
expected  that  baghouses  will  remain  the 
predominant  means  of  compliances  with 
emission  standards  for  grinder  facilities. 

Nearly  17  hours  of  opacity 
observations  were  gathered  during 
particulate  tests  at  two  of  the  grinder 
facilities.  The  average  opacity  level 
recorded  throughout  the  measurement 
periods  was  zero  percent.  The  use  of 
baghouses  as  control  devices  on  these 
two  facilities  represents  demonstrated 
best  technology,  therefore,  the 
Administrator  believes  that  the  opacity 
standard  for  phosphate  rock  grinding 


processes  should  be  zero  percent 
opacity. 

Emission  Standards  for  Ground  Rock 
Handling  and  Storage  Systems 

Particulate  emissions  from  handling 
and  storage  of  ground  rock  are  very 
difficult  to  chcuracte'rize  due  to  the  fact 
that  these  systems  vary  greatly  from 
plant  to  plant  A  substantial  portion  of 
the  potential  emissions  from  handling 
and  storage  operations  is  fugitive 
emissions.  Normal  industrial  practice  is 
to  control  dust  from  the  various  sources  - 
by  utilizing  enclosures  and  air 
evacuation  or  pressure  systems  ducted 
to  baghouses.  Baghouses  provide 
recovery  of  the  rock  dust  which  is 
subsequently  returned  to  the  rock 
inventory.  Emissions  from  the 
enclosures  have  zero  percent  opacity 
when  the  process  equipment  is  properly 
maintained.  Consequently,  emissions 
from  the  ground  rock  transfer  system  are 
manifested  and  monitored  at  the  overall 
collection  device  (e.g.,  the  baghouse). 
Because  of  wide  variations  in  handling 
and  store  je  facilities,  an  opacity 
standard  is  the  only  standard 
appropriate  for  these  facilities. 

Source  tests  were  conducted  on  three 
pneumatic  systems  employed  in  the 
transfer  of  ground  phosphate  rock.  The 
exhaust  from  the  baghouses  of  each  of 
the  transfer  systems  was  witnessed  to 
determine  the  opacity  of  emissions 
during  normal  transfer  operations  for 
two  hours  at  one  system,  and  one  hour 
at  the  others..The  opacity  level  of  the 
baghouse  emissions  was  observed  to  be 
zero  percent  throughout  the  test  period. 
Based  on  these  results,  an  opacity  limit 
of  zero  percent  opacity  is  proposed  for 
ground  phosphate  rock  handling 
systems. 

Testing,  Monitoring,  and  Recordkeeping 

Performance  tests  to  determine 
compliance  with  the  proposed  standards 
would  be  required.  Reference  Method  5 
(40  CFR  Part  60,  Appendix  A)  would  be 
used  to  measure  the  amount  of 
particulate  emissions. 

The  proposed  standards  would 
require  continuous  monitoring  of  the 
opacity  of  emissions  discharged  from 
phosphate  rock  dryers,  calciners, 
grinders  and  ground  rock  handling 
systems.  When  a  scrubber  is  used  to 
control  the  emissions,  entrained  water 
droplets  prevent  the  accurate 
measurement  of  opacity:  therefore,  in 
this  case  the  proposed  standard  would 
require  monitoring  the  pressure  drop 
across  the  scrubber  and  the  scrubbing 
fluid  supply  pressure  to  the  scrubber 
rather  than  opacity,  if  other  controls  are 
employed  which  would  also  preclude 
the  use  of  a  continuous  monitoring 


system  for  measuring  opacity  as 
specified  by  the  standard,  the  operator 
may  request  establishment  of 
alternative  monitoring  requirements 
under  the  provisions  of  40  CFR  60.13(i|. 

Excess  emissions  for  affected 
facilities  using  opacity  monitoring 
equipment  are  defined  as  all  six-minute 
periods  in  which  the  average  opacity  of 
the  stack  plume  exceeds  zero  percent 
Reporting  of  any  excess  emissions  is 
required  under  40  CFR  60  on  a  quarterly 
basis.  For  those  facilities  which  use  a 
wet  scrubber  as  the  particulate  control 
device,  the  owner  or  operator  is  instead 
required  to  submit  reports  each  calendar 
quarter  for  all  measurements  of  scrubber 
pressure  drops  and  liquid  supply 
pressures  less  than  90  percent  of  the 
average  levels  maintained  during  the 
most  recent  performance  test  in  which 
compliance  with  the  proposed  standards 
was  demonstrated. 

Public  Hearing 

A  public  hearing  will  be  held  to 
discuss  these  proposed  standards  in 
accordance  with  Section  307(d)(5)  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  Persons  wishing  to  make 
oral  presentations  should  contact  EPA 
at  the  address  given  in  the  ADDRESSES 
Section  of  this  preamble.  Oral 
presentations  will  be  limited  to  15 
minutes  each.  Any  member  of  the  public 
may  file  a  written  statement  with  EPA 
before,  during,  or  within  30  days  after 
the  hearing. 

A  verbatim  transcript  of  the  hearing 
and  written  statements  will  be  available 
for  public  inspection  and  copying  during 
normal  working  hours  at  the  address  of 
the  Docket  (see  ADDRESSES  Section). 

Docket 

The  docket  is  an  organized  and 
complete  file  of  all  the  information 
considered  by  EPA  in  the  development 
of  this  rulemaking.  The  principal 
purposes  of  the  docket  are  (1)  to  allow 
interested  persons  to  identify  and  locate 
documents  so  that  they  can  intelligently 
and  effectively  participate  in  the 
rulemaking  process,  and  (2)  to  serve  as 
the  record  for  judicial  review. 

Miscellaneous 

As  prescribed  by  Section  111  of  the 
Act,  this  proposal  of  standards  was 
preceded  by  the  Administrator's 
determination  that  emissions  from 
phosphate  rock  plants  contribute 
significantly  to  air  pollution  which 
causes  or  contributes  to  the 
endangerment  of  public  health  or 
welfare.  In  accordance  with  Section  117 
of  the  Act,  publication  of  this  proposal 
was  preceded  by  consultation  with 
appropriate  advisory  committees, 
independent  experts,  and  Federal 
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departments  and  agencies.  The 
Administrator  will  welcome  comments 
on  all  aspects  of  the  proposed 
regulation. 

Under  EPA’s  sunset  policy  for 
reporting  requirements  in  regulations, 
the  reporting  requirements  in  this 
regulation  will  automatically  expire  5 
years  from  the  date  of  promulgation 
unless  EPA  takes  affirmative  action  to 
extend  them.  To  accomplish  this,  a 
provision  automatically  terminating  the 
reporting  requirements  at  that  time  will 
be  included  in  the  text  of  the  final 
regulations. 

It  should  be  noted  that  standards  of 
performance  for  new  sources 
established  under  Section  111  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  reflect  the  degree  of 
emission  limitation  achievable  through 
application  of  the  best  technological 
system  of  continuous  emission  reduction 
which  (taking  into  consideration  the  cost 
of  achieving  such  emission  reduction, 
any  nonair  quality  health  and 
environmental  impact  and  energy 
requirements)  the  Administrator 
determines  has  been  adequately 
demonstrated. 

Although  there  may  be  emission 
control  technology  available  that  can 
reduce  emissions  below  those  levels 
required  to  comply  with  the  standards  of 
performance,  this  technology  might  not 
be  selected  as  the  basis  of  standards  of 
performance  because  of  costs 
associated  with  its  use.  Accordingly, 
standards  of  performance  should  not  be 
viewed  as  the  ultimate  in  achievable 
emission  control.  In  fact,  the  Act 
requires  (or  has  the  potential  for 
requiring)  the  imposition  of  a  more 
stringent  emission  standard  in  several 
situations.  For  example,  applicable  costs 
do  not  play  as  prominent  a  role  in 
determining  the  "lowest  achievable 
emission  rate"  for  new  or  modified 
sources  locating  in  nonattainment  areas: 
i.e.,  those  areas  where  statutorily- 
mandated  health  and  welfare  standards 
are  being  violated.  In  this  respect. 
Section  173  of  the  Act  requires  that  new 
or  modified  sources  constructed  in  an 
area  which  violates  the  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
(NAAQS)  must  reduce  emissions  to  the 
level  which  reflects  the  "lowest 
achievable  emission  rate"  (LAER),  as 
defined  in  Section  171(3),  for  such 
•ategory  of  source.  The  statute  deHnes 
LAER  as  that  rate  of  emissions  based  on 
the  following,  whichever  is  more 
stringent: 

(A)  The  most  stringent  emission 
limitation  which  is  contained  in  the 
implementation  plan  of  any  State  for 
such  class  or  category  of  source,  unless 
the  owner  or  operator  of  the  proposed 


source  demonstrates  that  such 
limitations  are  not  achievable;  or, 

(B)  The  most  stringent  emission 
limitation  which  is  achieved  in  practice 
by  such  class  or  category  of  source. 

In  no  event  can  the  emission  rate 
exceed  any  applicable  new  source 
performance  standard  (Section  171(3)). 

A  similar  situation  may  arise  under 
the  prevention  of  significant 
deterioration  of  air  quality  provisions  of 
the  Act  (Part  C).  These  provisions 
require  that  certain  sources  (referred  to 
in  Section  169(1))  employ  "best 
available  control  technology"  (as 
defined  in  Section  169(3))  for  all 
pollutants  regulated  under  the  Act.  Best 
available  control  technology  (BACT) 
must  be  determined  on  a  case-by-case 
basis,  taking  energy,  environmental  and 
economic  impacts  and  other  costs  into 
account.  In  no  event  may  the  application 
of  BACT  result  in  emissions  of  any 
4)ollutants  which  will  exceed  the 
emissions  allowed  by  any  applicable 
standard  established  pursuant  to 
Section  111  (or  112)  of  the  Act. 

In  all  events.  State  Implementation 
Plans  approved  or  promulgated  under 
Section  110  of  the  Act  must  provide  for 
the  attainment  and  maintenance  of 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
(NAAQS)  designed  to  protect  public 
health  and  welfare.  For  this  purpose, 
SIPs  must  in  some  cases  require  greater 
emission  reductions  than  those  required 
by  standards  of  performance  for  new 
sources. 

Finally,  States  are  free  under  Section 
116  of  the  Act  to  establish  even  more 
stringent  emission  limits  than  those 
established  under  Section  111  or  those 
necessary  to  attain  or  maintain  the 
NAAQS  under  Section  110.  Accordingly, 
new  sources  may  in  some  cases  be 
subject  to  limitations  more  stringent 
than  EPA’s  standards  of  performance 
under  Section  111,  and  prospective 
owners  and  operators  of  new  sources 
should  be  aware  of  this  possibility  in 
planning  for  such  facilities. 

EPA  will  review  this  regulation  4 
years  from  the  date  of  promulgation. 
This  review  will  include  an  assessment 
of  such  factors  as  the  need  for 
integration  with  other  programs,  the 
existence  of  alternative  methods, 
enforceability,  and  improvements  in 
emission  control  technology. 

Executive  Order  12044,  dated  March 
24, 1978,  whose  objective  is  to  improve 
government  regulations,  requires 
executive  branch  agencies  to  prepare 
regulatory  analyses  for  regulations  that 
may  have  major  economic 
consequences.  The  screening  criteria 
used  by  EPA  to  determine  if  a  proposal 
requires  a  regulatory  analysis  under 
Executive  Order  12044  are:  (1) 


Additional  national  annualized 
compliance  costs,  including  capital 
charges,  which  total  $100  million  within 
any  calendar  year  by  the  attainment 
date,  if  applicable,  or  within  five  years, 
(2)  a  major  increase  in  prices  or 
production  costs. 

The  impacts  associated  with  the 
proposal  of  performance  standards  for 
phosphate  rock  plants  do  not  exceed  the 
EPA  screening  criteria.  Therefore, 
promulgation  of  the  proposed  standard 
does  not  constitute  a  major  action 
requiring  preparation  of  a  regulatory 
analysis  under  Executive  Order  12044. 
However,  an  economic  impact 
assessment  of  alternative  control 
technologies  capable  of  meeting  the 
proposed  NSPS  has  been  prepared  as 
required  under  Section  317  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  is  included  in  the 
Background  Information  Document  for 
Phosphate  Rock  Plants.  EPA  considered 
all  the  information  in  the  economic 
impact  assessment  in  determining  the 
cost  of  the  proposed  standard. 


It  is  proposed  to  amend  Part  60  of 
Chapter  I  of  Title  40  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  as  follows: 

1.  By  adding  Subpart  NN  to  the  Table 
of  Sections  as  follows: 

Subpart  NN— Standards  of  Performance  for 
Phosphate  Rock  Plants 


§  60.400  Applicability  and  designation  of 
affected  facility. 

(a)  The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are 
applicable  to  the  following  affected 
facilities  used  in  phosphate  rock  plants: 
dryers,  calciners,  grinders,  and  ground 
rock  handling  and  storage  facilities. 

(b)  Any  facility  under  paragraph  (a)  of 
this  section  which  commences 
construction,  modification,  or 
reconstruction  after  September  21, 1979, 
is  subject  to  the  requirements  of  this 
part. 


Sec. 

60.400  Applicability  and  designation  of 
affected  facility. 

60.401  Definitions. 

60.402  Standard  for  particulate  matter. 

60.403  Monitoring  of  emissions  and 
operations. 

60.404  Test  methods  and  procedures. 
Authority.  Sec.  Ill  and  301(a),  Clean  Air 

Act,  as  amended,  (42  U.S.C.  7411,  7601(a)), 
and  additional  authority  as  noted  below: 

2.  By  adding  subpart  NN  as  follows: 

Subpart  NN— Standards  of 
Performance  for  Phosphate  Rock 
Plants 


Dated;  September  14, 1979. 
Douglas  M.  Costle, 
Administrator. 
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§  60.401  Definitions. 

(a)  "Phosphate  rock  plant”  means  any 
plant  which  produces  or  prepares 
phosphate  rock  product  by  any  or  all  of 
the  following  processes:  mining, 
beneficiation,  crushing,  screening; 
cleaning,  drying,  calcining,  and  grinding. 

(b)  “Phosphate  rock  feed"  means  the 
ore  which  is  fed  to  phosphate  rock 
facilities,  including,  but  not  limited  to 
the  following  minerals:  Fluorapatite, 
hydroxylapatite,  chlorapatite  and 
carbonate-apatite. 

(c)  “Dryer"  means  a  unit  in  which  the 
moisture  content  of  phosphate  rock  is 
reduced  by  contact  with  a  heated  gas 
stream. 

(d)  “Calciner"  means  a  unit  in  which 
the  moisture  and  organic  matter  of 
phosphate  rock  is  reduced  within  a 
combustion  chamber.  , 

(e)  “Grinder"  means  a  unit  which  is 
used  to  reduce  the  size  of  dry  phosphate 
rock. 

(f)  “Ground  phosphate  rock  handling 
and  storage  system”  means  a  system 
which  is  used  for  the  conveyance  and 
storage  of  ground  phosphate  rock. 

§  60.402  Standard  for  particulate  matter. 

(a)  On  and  after  the  date  on  which  the 
performance  test  required  to  be 
conducted  by  §  60.8  is  completed,  no 
owner  or  operator  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart  shall  cause  to 
be  discharged  into  the  atmosphere: 

(1)  From  any  phosphate  rock  dryer 
any  gases  which: 

(1)  Contain  particulate  matter  in 

*  excess  of  0.020  kilogram  per  megagram 
of  phosphate  rock  feed  (0.04  Ib/ton),  or 

(ii)  Exhibit  greater  than  0  percent 
opacity. 

(2)  From  any  phosphate  rock  calciner 
any  gases  which: 

(i)  Contain  particulate  matter  in 
excess  of  0.055  kilogram  per  megagram 
of  phosphate  rock  feed  (0.11  Ib/ton),  or 

(ii)  Exhibit  greater  than  0  percent 
opacity. 

(3)  From  any  phosphate  rock  grinder 
any  gases  which: 

(i)  Contain  particulate  matter  in 
excess  of  0.006  kilogram  per  megagram 
of  phosphate  rock  feed  (0.012  Ib/ton],  or 

(ii)  Exhibit  greater  than  0  percent 
opacity. 

(4)  From  any  phosphate  rock  handling 
and  storage  system  any  gases  which 
exhibit  greater  than  0  percent  opacity. 

§  60.403  Monitoring  of  emissions  and 
operations 

(a)  Any  owner  or  operator  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart  shall 
install,  calibrate,  maintain,  and  operate 
a  continuous  monitoring  system,  except 
as  provided  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section,  to  monitor  and  record  the 


opacity  of  the  gases  discharged  into  the 
atmosphere  from  any  phosphate  rock 
dryer,  calciner,  grinder  or  ground  rock 
handling  system.  The  span  of  this 
system  shall  be  set  at  4io  percent 
opacity. 

(b)  The  owner  or  operator  of  any 
affected  phosphate  rock  facility  using  a 
wet  scrubbing  emission  control  device 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  requirements 
in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section,  but  shall 
install,  calibrate,  maintain,  and  operate 
the  following  continuous  monitoring 
devices: 

(1)  A  monitoring  device  for  the 
continuous  measurement  of  the  pressure 
loss  of  the  gas  stream  through  the 
scrubber.  The  monitoring  device  must  be 
certified  by  the  manufacturer  to  be 
accurate  within  ±250  pascals  (±1  inch 
water)  gauge  pressure. 

(2)  A  monitoring  device  for  the 
continuous  measurement  of  the 
scrubbing  liquid  supply  pressure  to  the 
control  device.  The  monitoring  device 
must  be  accurate  within  ±5  percent  of 
design  scrubbing  liquid  supply  pressure. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  conducting  a 
performance  test  under  §  60.8,  the  owner 
or  operator  of  any  phosphate  rock  plant 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  subpart 
shall  install,  calibrate,  maintain,  and 
operate  a  device  for  measuring  the 
phosphate  rock  feed  to  any  affected 
dryer,  calciner,  grinder,  or  ground  rock 
handling  system.  The  measuring  device 
used  must  be  accurate  to  within  ±5 
percent  of  the  mass  rate  over  its 
operating  range. 

(d)  For  the  purpose  of  reports  required 
under  §  60, 7(c),  periods  of  excess 
emissions  that  shall  be  reported  are 
defined  as  all  six-minute  periods  during 
which  the  average  opacity  of  the  plume 
from  any  phosphate  rock  dryer,  calciner, 
grinder  or  ground  rock  handling  system 
subject  to  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
exceeds  0  percent. 

(e)  Any  owner  or  operator  subject  to 
requirements  under  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section  shall  report  for  each  calendar 
quarter  all  measurement  results  that  are 
less  than  90  percent  of  the  average 
levels  maintained  during  the  most  recent 
performance  test  conducted  under  §  60.8 
in  which  the  affected  facility 
demonstrated  compliance  with  the 
standard  under  §  60.402. 

(Sec.  114.  Clean  Air  Act  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  7414)) 

§  60.404  Test  methods  and  procedures 

(a)  Reference  methods  in  Appendix  A 
of  this  part,  except  as  provided  under 
§  60.8(b)  shall  be  used  to  determine 
compliance  with  §  60.402  as  follows: 

(1)  Method  5  for  the  measurement  of 
particulate  matter  and  associated 
moisture  content. 


(2)  Method  1  for  sample  and  velocity 
traverses, 

(3)  Method  2  for  velocity  and 
volumetric  flow  rates, 

(4)  Method  3  for  gas  analysis,  and 

(5)  Method  9  for  the  measurement  of 
the  opacity  of  emissions. 

(b)  For  Method  5,  the  sampling  time 
for  each  run  shall  be  at  least  60  minutes 
and  the  minimum  sampled  volume  of 
0.84  dscm  (30  dscf)  except  that  shorter 
sampling  times  and  smaller  sample 
volumes,  when  necessitated  by  process 
variables  or  other  factors,  may  be 
approved  by  the  Administrator. 

(c)  For  each  run,  average  phosphate 
rock  feed  rate  in  megagrams  per  hour 
shall  be  determined  using  a  device 
meeting  the  rtequirements  of  §  60.403(c). 

(d)  For  each  run,  emissions  expressed 
in  kilogiams  per  megagram  of  phosphate 
rock  feed  shall  be  determined  using  the 
following  equation: 

(C.qjio  • 

E=  — . - 

M 

Where: 

E= Emissions  of  particulates  in  kilograms  per 
megagrams  of  phosphate  rock  feed. 

Cs= Concentration  of  particulates  in  mg/ 
dscm  as  measured  by  Method  5. 
Qj=Volumetric  flow  rate  in  dscm/hr  as  - 
determined  by  Method  2. 

10'®=  Conversion  factor  for  milligrams  to 
kilograms. 

M  =  Average  phosphate  rock  feed  rate  in 
megagrams  per  hour. 

(Sec.  114.  Clean  Air  Act,  as  amended,  (42 
U.S.C.  7414)) 
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DOT/SECRETARY* 

USDA/ASCS 

DOT/SECRETARY* 

USDA/ASCS 

DOT/COAST  GUARD 

USDA/APHIS 

DOT/COAST  GUARD 

USDA/APHIS 

DOT/FAA 

USDA/FNS 

DOT/FAA 

USDA/FNS 

DOT/FHWA 

USDA/FSQS 

DOT/FHWA 

USDA/FSQS 

DOT/FRA 

USDA/REA 

DOT/ FRA 

USDA/REA 

DOT/NHTSA 

MSPB/OPM 

DOT/NHTSA 

MSPB/OPM 

DOT/RSPA 

LABOR 

DOT/RSPA 

LABOR 

DOT/SLSDC 

HEW/FDA 

DOT/SLSDC 

HEW/FDA 

DOT/UMTA 

DOT/UMTA 

CSA 

CSA 

Documents  normally  scheduled  for  publication  on  Comments  on  this  progr!>m  are  still  invited.  *NOTE:  As  of  July  2,  1979,  all  agencies  in 

a  day  that  will  be  a  Federal  holiday  will  be  Comments  should  be  submitted  to  the  the  Department  of  Transportation,  will  publish 

published  the  next  work  day  following  the  Day-of-the-Week  Program  Coordinator.  Office  of  on  the  Monday/Thursday  schedule, 

holiday  the  Federal  Register,  National  Archives  and 

Records  Service.  General  Services  Administration, 

Washington.  D  C.  20408 


REMINDERS 


The  Items  in  this  list  were  editorially  compiled  as  an  aid  to  Federal 
Register  users.  Inclusion  or  exclusion  from  this  list  has  no  legal  - 
significance.  Since  this  list  is  intended  as  a  reminder,  it  does  not 
include  effective  dates  that  occur  within  14  days  of  publication. 

Rules  Going  Into  Effect  Today 

AGRICULTURE  DEPARTMENT 

Science  and  Education  Administration — 

49239  8-22-79  /  Freedom  of  Information,  making  available  public, 

records 

JUSTICE  DEPARTMENT 

Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service — 

49239  B-22-79  /  Informal  procedure  established  in  making 

application  to  accept  or  continue  employment 

SECURITIES  EXCHANGE  COMMISSION 
49406  8-22-79  /  Tender  and  exchange  offers 

List  of  Public  Laws 

Note:  No  public  bills  which  have  become  law  were  received  by  the 
Office  of  the  Federal  Register  for  inclusion  in  today’s  List  of  Public 
Laws. 

Last  Listing  September  19. 1979 


Advance  Orders  are  now  Being  Accepted  for  Delivery  in  About  6  Weeks 


CODE  OF  FEDERAL  REGULATIONS 

(Revised  as  of  July  1,  1979) 


Quantity  Volume  Price  Amount 


_ Title  29— Labor  $8.00  $  - 

(Parts  0  to  499) 

_ Title  32— National  Defense  8.50  _ 

(Parts  400  to  699) 

_ Title  37— Patents,  Trademarks  and  Copyrights  5.50  _ 

_  Title  38— Pensions,  Bonuses,  and  Veterans’  Relief  9.00  _ 

_ Title  41— Public  Contracts  and  Property  4.00  _ 

Management  (Chapter  7) 

Title  41— Public  Contracts  and  Property  4.00 

Management  (Chapter  8) 

Total  Order  $ 


[A  Cumulative  checklist  ofCFR  issuances  for  1978  appears  in  the  first  issue 
of  the  Federal  Register  each  month  under  Title  1.  In  addition,  a  checklist 
of  current  CFR  volumes,  comprising  a  complete  CFR  set,  appears  each 
month  in  the  LSA  (List  of  CFR  Sections  Affected)] 


PLEASE  DO  NOT  DETACH 

MAIL  ORDER  FORM  To: 

SujX'rintcndcnt  of  Documents,  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20-102 

I'-M.  losed  fiml  $ .  ..  (chick  or  money  order)  or  charge  to  my  Deposit  Account  No . 

Please  send  me . copies  of: 

Name  _ 

PLKASi;  KILL  IN  MAILING  LABEL 

BLLOW  Street  address - - - 

City  and  State -  TAP  Code - 


FOR  USEOFSUPT.DOCS. 

- Enclosed _ ... 

To  be  mailed 

_ later _ 

- SubKiiption... - 

Refund _ 

Postage _ 

Foreign  Handling - 


FOR  PROMPT  SHIPMENT,  PLEASE  PRINT  OR  TYPE  ADDRESS  ON  LABEL  BELOW,  INCLUDING  YOUR  ZIP  CODE 


Sl'PI  RlNTKNDl  NT  t>F  POCl'MENTS 
r.S.  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20402 

OFFICIAL  BUSINESS 


POSTAGE  AND  FEES  PAID 
L’.S.  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE 

375 

SPECIAL  FOURTH-CLASS  RATE 
BOOK 


Name _ _ _ _ 

Street  address 


City  and  State 


ZIP  Code .. 


